Abstract
Introduction

Generalized trust
1 is considered particularly important in modern societies, which are individualistic, mobile, differentiated and diverse (Delhey & Newton 2005) . Meanwhile, several contemporary societal developments are proposed as being particularly challenging for upholding and restoring the levels of trust in society, including increasing ethnic diversity, rising inequality and the related geographical segregation (Putnam 2007) . At the same time, it is argued that democratic institutions may generate trust by neutralizing some of these effects (Rothstein & Stolle 2008; Hummelsheim et al. 2011) . In this paper, we explore the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust. What we are particularly interested in, however, is not the mere direct relationship, but how this relationship is mediated by perceptions of safety and how this relationship in turn differs in segregated, disadvantaged areas compared to the patterns observable in the surrounding society. We argue that there are theoretical as well as empirical reasons to believe that the relationship between institutional and generalized trust is not universal, but that it differs in different local contexts.
There is currently vivid academic debate over how diversity affects generalized trust (Putnam 2007; Gesthuizen et al. 2009; Dinesen & Sønderskov 2012; Kokkonen et al. 2014) . As a part of this debate the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust have recently begun to be explored for specific groups in society, such as immigrants, or for differences between majority and minority populations (Kumlin & Rothstein 2010; de Vroome et al. 2013; Dinesen 2013; Van Craen 2013) . We contribute to this line of research by focusing not only on ethnicity or immigrant status as an individual characteristic (Kumlin & Rothstein 2010 ) but also on the related problems of residential segregation. To study segregated, ethnically diverse and disadvantaged neighbourhoods poses particular challenges in terms of differentiating between interrelated factors such as socioeconomic disadvantage and foreign background. These factors tend to coincide at individual level and to cluster geographically, wherefore we take our empirical starting point in a particular neighbourhood context. We explore the relationships that such a particular neighbourhood context may generate in relation to a random sample from the city, in terms of how institutional trust may generate generalized trust. Such analyses contribute by detailing and specifying more thoroughly the association between institutional trust and generalized trust and allow us a better understanding of the mechanisms behind this well-storied relationship. As a consequence, we may also learn more about where, when and how institutional trust may have the potential to generate generalized trust.
Apart from the societal concern of building trust in disadvantaged neighbourhoods and avoiding the potentially negative effects that ethnic diversity may have on trust, there are theoretical reasons for paying attention to the intervening mechanisms of institutional and generalized trust in this particular context. Theoretically, the relationship between these two forms of trust is argued to go through the intermediate variable (the mediator) of perceived safety and security (Rothstein & Stolle 2008) . Perceived safety, as well as actual exposure to risk such as crime or poverty, is known to be unevenly distributed in the population, individually and also geographically. Now, if perceived safety is a key mechanism in how institutional trust generates generalized trust, it should be of particular interest to explore this relationship in the context of a segregated and disadvantaged neighbourhood, in which inhabitants are particularly exposed to insecurities.
Though being a central theoretical component, perceived safety is seldom included in empirical models studying the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust. There are exceptions (Delhey & Newton 2003; Uslander 2013) , though they do not include it as a mediator.
By including perceptions of safety, measured as crime-related insecurity, as an intermediating variable in our models, we may not only gain a more nuanced understanding of the trajectories of generalized trust, but also test these theoretical propositions, and how they relate to context.
In this article we demonstrate that the mechanisms behind the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust differ between the segregated neighbourhood that we study and the population of the city. We give evidence of moderated mediation, meaning that a factor (crimerelated insecurity) that mediates the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust plays a different role depending on neighbourhood context. By including perceptions of safety as a mediating variable in our model, we are able to show that in the segregated, diverse and disadvantaged neighbourhood trust in institutions, and particularly in government institutions, is associated with crime-related insecurity, which in turn leads to generalized trust. In the city as whole there is no such path; however, there is a stronger direct effect of institutional trust on generalized trust as well as from crime-related insecurity to generalized trust. Our results further suggest that a sample from the general population may hide contextual differences in terms of context-specific relational mechanisms. This is a crucial lesson if we want to learn more about how trust can be built.
The rest of the article consists of four sections, structured as follows. Firstly, we theorize about the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust, both in general and in segregated and disadvantaged areas, and pose hypotheses to be tested. The subsequent section deals with our methods and measurements. In the third section, the results from our structural equation models and hypothesis tests are presented. In the final, concluding section, we discuss the implications of our findings and relate them to earlier research.
Theory and Hypothesis Development
In this article we are interested in the structural relation between institutional trust (legal and government institutions) and generalized trust, and how this relationship is mediated by crimerelated insecurity in two different settings. We mean that to better understand how institutional and generalized trust are related, it is necessary to consider the role that trust in institutions plays in crime-related insecurity and the role that this insecurity in turn plays in explaining generalized trust. Furthermore, and central to the aim of this study, we argue that this indirect effect of institutional trust on generalized trust should be more evident in segregated and disadvantaged areas than in the norm society. This is the case because insecurities are more significant to most people living in such areas, and in that sense these residents are more dependent on wellfunctioning, trustworthy institutions. In what follows we start with a brief introduction to the concept of generalized trust and its relation to ethnic diversity. Then we develop our theoretical model by presenting hypotheses for each variable relation (path) of interest.
Generalized trust is considered a fundamental asset of a vital society, and the academic literature dealing with this topic is growing rapidly. There is a vast literature connecting generalized trust to efficient market economies (Kosfeld et al. 2005) , well-functioning public institutions (Rothstein & Stolle 2008) , welfare state support (Bergh & Bjørnskov 2014; Daniele & Gey 2015) , collective problem solving (Ostrom 1990 ) and health and well-being (Barefoot et al. 1998; Nyqvist et al. 2012 ). Though there is widespread agreement that trust is an essential asset for societies as well as individuals, there is still disagreement, and lack of clarity, concerning the mechanisms behind trust. Recent research has started to explore these relationships in greater detail. A growing number of studies focus on explaining the institutional trust and generalized trust of different groups in society, most notably immigrants (Kumlin & Rothstein 2010; de Vroome et al. 2013; Dinesen 2013) .
The focus on immigrants as a group and ethnic diversity as an independent variable has gained momentum since the publication of Putnam's (2007) oft-cited article, 'E pluribus unum: diversity and community in the twenty-first century', which addresses the relationship between ethnic diversity and trust. With data from the United States, Putnam (2007) showed that ethnic diversity is likely to weaken social cohesion in terms of generalized trust, and that it instead breeds feelings of threat. Ethnic diversity not only generates lower trust levels among the minority but it also seems to suppress generalized trust among the majority population when they are living in diverse neighbourhoods (Alesina & La Ferrara 2002; Stolle et al. 2008) . Thus, low trust may be understood as being a contextual effect of this kind of area. It is important to note that most research indicating such a link is from the U.S., and the result from a cross-national study in Europe does not convincingly support a general relationship between ethnic diversity and generalized trust (Hooghe et al. 2009 ; though see Dinesen & Sønderskov 2012 regarding the Danish context). In a time when it is assumed that European countries are likely to be experiencing greater cultural and ethnic diversity (Hooghe et al. 2009, 199) and when decreasing trust levels are a widespread concern, this debate has solicited a lot of attention from policy actors as well as researchers.
In the context of decreasing trust and a particular vulnerability in this regard for certain groups and social contexts, there is a need to consider means of restoring trust. To establish and maintain fair and trustworthy institutions seem particularly crucial in this regard (Hooghe & Stolle 2003; You 2012) . However, in the particular context of a segregated, ethnically diverse and disadvantaged neighbourhood (henceforth referred to as a segregated neighbourhood), the individuals' generalized trust may be shaped differently than in society at large (Kumlin & Rothstein 2010) , in particular concerning the role that institutional trust has in shaping generalized trust, an argument that we will develop further below. In developing our hypotheses, we take our starting point in the more general research on the relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust.
The Relationship Between Institutional Trust and Generalized Trust?
At the societal level, there are two main explanatory theories, which differ in their assumptions concerning the causal relationship between institutional trust and generalized trust. The social capital theory (Putnam 2000) holds that membership and engagement in civil society organizations generates generalized trust, which in turn is fundamental for well-functioning democratic institutions. However, the connection between membership of organizations and generalized trust has received weak support (Delhey & Newton 2003, 98; Rothstein & Stolle 2008, 442) . The relationship is also theoretically questionable, as the trust developed through organizational life is as likely particular as general, thus generating bonding rather than bridging social capital (Newton 2001; Putnam 2007; Rothstein & Stolle 2008) .
During the last decade, an alternative institution-centred approach has gained in strength, which argues for a reverse relationship, where well-functioning institutions generate generalized trust (Hall 1999; Rothstein & Stolle 2008; Kumlin & Rothstein 2010; You 2012) . Stable and trustworthy institutions make it easier for individuals to act trustworthily towards each other (Newton 2007) . Of particular importance in this respect are institutions of law and order, as their role is to detect, stop or punish those who do not obey the common laws, and so who are not to be trusted (Rothstein & Stolle 2008, 445) . If people perceive these institutions as well functioning and fair, they are likely to perceive society to be safer and more secure, as well as to believe that most people have reason to behave honestly, and consequently that most people can be trusted (Rothstein & Stolle 2008, 445-446) . The causal underpinnings of this hypothesis have also lately been tested empirically with longitudinal data form Denmark (Sønderskov & Dinesen 2015) showing that the effect goes from institutional trust to generalized trust. As will be further argued in the next section, we focus particularly on legal and government institutions (for a similar specification of institutional trust, see Rothstein & Stolle 2008) , and as a consequence, we pose the following hypothesis about the relationship between institutional and generalized trust:
H1: Trust in legal and government institutions is positively associated with generalized trust.
Crime-Related Insecurity as a Mediating Variable Between Institutional and Generalized Trust
Several theoretical propositions consider safety or crime-related insecurity as a mediating variable between institutional trust and generalized trust as well as between diversity and generalized trust.
The main argument for political institutions generating generalized trust, as stated above, is that they may bring about a safer society and law-abiding behaviours (Rothstein & Stolle 2008 ). Trust appears to be greater when levels of public safety are high, and when people believe that social conflicts are not acute, while the experience of anxiety and fear of others breeds mistrust (Delhey & Newton 2003, 111; Putnam 2007) . It is therefore suggested that institutions may neutralize or prevent uncertainty by creating rules and norms which make interaction more predictable and which stimulate trustworthy behaviour, while obstructing behaviour that breaks those rules.
While these arguments are primarily connected to legal institutions, there are other arguments that connect crime-related insecurity to trust in government. One such argument is that crime-related insecurity is not necessarily primarily related to crime risk, but rather to the uncertainties of modern life, deriving from developments such as the individualization of risk, globalization and an increasing plurality of values (Holloway & Jefferson 1997; Walklate 1998; Elchardus et al. 2008; Cops 2010) . These ambiguous uncertainties may be projected as the more tangible fear of crime (Giddens 1991; Holloway & Jefferson 1997) . This means that trust in government could also neutralize crime-related insecurities.
In the same vein, democratic and welfare systems may build trust by neutralizing uncertainty and anxiety in a broader perspective. Hummelsheim et al. (2011) showed that a higher level of social expenditure and a higher degree of decommodification of social welfare policy are correlated with lower crime-related insecurity. The authors have suggested that these policy measures neutralize public insecurity and social anxiety (Hummelsheim et al. 2011, 337) , which are powerful forces driving mistrust (Patterson 1999, 190 represented by the majority of the population. Since people tend to infer from the representatives of institutions to people in general this translates into generalized trust (Dinesen 2013, 116) . Thus, we expect that trustworthy legal as well as government institutions may generate generalized trust both directly (H1) and indirectly through perceived safety. On the basis of these arguments, we pose the following three hypotheses:
H2: Trust in legal and government institutions is negatively related to crimerelated insecurity.
H3: Crime-related insecurity is negatively associated with generalized trust.
H4:
There is an indirect effect from trust in legal and government institutions to generalized trust through crime-related insecurity.
Segregated, Ethnically Diverse and Disadvantaged Neighbourhoods as a Critical Case
We argue that it is not necessarily diversity per se that harms generalized trust (van der Meer & Tolsma 2014), but diversity coupled with segregation (socioeconomically, ethnically and residentially), when the minority group is geographically segregated from the majority group, which limits the opportunities for contact between groups (Uslaner 2006; Stolle et al. 2013 ).
Democratic institutions may play a more crucial role in segregated neighbourhoods for two reasons. First, the population of this kind of neighbourhood is not only residentially segregated from the majority population; they are also more likely to stand outside of society in terms of being unemployed, and substantially more likely to have immigrated. (For the neighbourhood characteristics of our sample, see Table 1 ). In this situation of relative exclusion, political institutions may signal the values of the majority population and thereby the trustworthiness of the society (Kumlin & Rothstein 2010) . Second, the indirect effect of trustworthy institutions through crime-related insecurity is likely to be more substantial in such segregated neighbourhoods. As the inhabitants face greater risks and are exposed to more disorder, they are also more dependent on the efficacy and fairness of the legal institutions as well as on the intentions of the political institutions. Indeed, trust in institutions and in the police has been shown to play a particularly crucial role for perceived safety in disadvantaged neighbourhoods (Persson 2013 ). In addition, the sense of powerlessness, common in neighbourhoods with high levels of crime, vandalism, graffiti, danger, noise and drugs, has been shown to amplify the effect of neighbourhood disorder on mistrust (Ross et al. 2001) . Thus, we suggest that trustworthy institutions may not only reduce the level of disorder and risk but they may also have the capacity to reduce crime-related insecurity and powerlessness by signalling the values underpinning the society. Based on these arguments, we contend that trust in institutions is more important for reducing crime-related insecurity in segregated neighbourhoods than in general society, and therefore pose the following hypothesis:
H5: The indirect effect of trust in legal and government institutions (through crimerelated insecurity) on generalized trust is stronger in segregated neighbourhoods than in the surrounding (norm) society.
Control Variables
As control variables, we include some familiar concepts in research on institutional and generalized trust, both in general terms and related specifically to ethnic diversity and disadvantaged neighbourhoods. We include respondent age, education level, employment status, ethnic origin and social capital (voluntary association engagement), since these have been examined and shown to correlate with both institutional and generalized trust (Kumlin & Rothstein 2010; Gijsberts et al. 2012; de Vroome et al. 2013 ) and crime-related insecurity (Persson 2013) . These control variables also make it possible to better sort out the independent effect of neighbourhood from its individual structural characteristics (Gijsberts et al. 2012 ).
Method
Design and Population
Most research on this topic uses random samples from a population (a country or multiple countries) as survey design (e.g. Delhey & Newton 2003 Kumlin & Rothstein 2010; Dinesen & Sønderskov 2012; Kokkonen et al. 2014 ). The strength of such an approach is statistical generalizability. While giving a representative picture of the general society, such a design may, however, mask interesting differences in certain subgroups of the population, due to low power and lack of contextualization. For these reasons we aim to complement such studies by utilizing a survey design where we focus on a well-known segregated neighbourhood in a city in Sweden and compare that sample with a random sample from the city representing the general population or the norm society, as would have been the case in most other research on the topic at hand. An obvious weakness with our design is that we cannot statistically generalize beyond our single neighbourhood and the city of Örebro. However, as is shown below, we believe that our case of Örebro and Vivalla shares futures with other cities and neighbourhoods in Sweden and that our sample may also be substantially representative of other European cities. This is because the issue of segregated neighbourhoods such as the one described here pertains in many other countries.
The empirical material comes from Örebro, a medium-sized city population-wise in central
Sweden with approximately 140,000 inhabitants. The city could be considered a typical Swedish city and has a demographic composition comparable to other medium-sized Swedish cities. Like many Swedish cities of comparable size, it has ethnic and residential segregation. The neighbourhood investigated in this study, Vivalla, is a socioeconomically disadvantaged neighbourhood which is geographically segregated and considered the most problematic neighbourhood in Örebro in terms of crime and disorder (Örebro Police 2009). A random sample from the population of the city of Örebro (the Vivalla area excluded) is used as the comparison reference point representing the norm society.
Contextualizing the Neighbourhood
In 2011 (the year following this study), the neighbourhood of Vivalla had 6823 inhabitants.
During the last decade the neighbourhood has had a steadily increasing population, and the percentage of the inhabitants with foreign backgrounds has steadily risen (an average of 74.7%
in 2011 compared to 52.6% in 2003) (Örebro Municipality 2012) . This increase is explained by the high turnover of inhabitants, with a relatively large number of 'native Swedes' moving away from the neighbourhood at the same time as more people with foreign backgrounds have moved into the neighbourhood. See Table 1 for a listing of the demographic characteristics of the inhabitants of Vivalla and Örebro in general. The neighbourhood was founded around [1967] [1968] [1969] [1970] . At that time, apartment housing was being built on a large scale in the suburban areas of Sweden, which in Vivalla's case resulted in the construction of a homogeneous neighbourhood dominated by small rental apartments. Before long, the neighbourhood began to be perceived and described as a 'problem area', and it has since come to be associated with negative attributes such as criminality, lack of safety, social problems, a high density of immigrants and uniform apartments (Örebro Police 2009), many of which are structural challenges that Vivalla faces. However, as Lilja (2008) 
The Questionnaire
The questionnaire was sent to 1000 respondents in the second half of 2010 (Örebro, 400; Vivalla, 600). The weighted sample size in Örebro vis-à-vis Vivalla was due to a concern about a lower response rate in Vivalla (Feskens et al. 2006; Feskens et al. 2007 ). To avoid the risk of dramatically unequal sample sizes for statistical comparisons, this weighting in favour of Vivalla was made. The questions were in Swedish, but respondents could reply in English via the Internet.
The reminders also included options for other languages (Somali and Arabic). Four reminders were sent. The net 3 response rate was 43.6% (Örebro, 61.8%; Vivalla, 30.8%), 4 resulting in a sample size of N = 403 (Örebro, 237; Vivalla, 167). The response pattern is similar to that of studies in other countries (Feskens et al. 2006; Feskens et al. 2007 ). The lower response rate in Vivalla was arguably caused by the rapid turnover in its population, as well as by language barriers (de Vroome et al. 2013 ).
To control for bias in the Vivalla sample due to non-responses, three variables of individual characteristics (gender, employment and foreign birth) were compared with the municipal data set. No significant differences were revealed. 5 The numbers of women and men are similar. The portion of respondents born abroad in this data set is 49.1% in Vivalla and 11.1% in Örebro as a whole, compared to 50.1% and 14.5%, respectively, in the municipal data set for 2010.
Concerning employment, the number of respondents in this sample describing themselves as unemployed was 9.1% in Vivalla and 1.7% in Örebro, compared to 9.3% and 5.3%, respectively, in the municipal data set from the same year. Note that the Vivalla respondent percentages are closer to those in the municipal data set than are the Örebro respondent percentages, concerning unemployment and foreign birth. This difference may partly be explained by the fact that the sample used in this study is from the city of Örebro, whereas the municipal statistics cover a wider area. To conclude, this test shows no considerable bias due to non-responses.
Measurements and Descriptive Statistics
In our measurement and structural models, we have four variables of main interest and five control variables. As there are many different types of democratic institutions, both theory and measurement considerations often suggest that we should distinguish between these, that is to say, have multiple measures of trust in different institutions (Rothstein 2001; Rothstein & Stolle 2008, 444) . In our case, we find it appropriate to differentiate between trust in government and the democratic system (the representative side), on the one hand, and trust in legal institutions, on the When perceived safety has been included in models for explaining generalized trust, the variable used has generally been the standard proposition for measuring fear of crime (Delhey & Newton 2003; Uslaner 2013 ). However, we used a concept that captures a more general concern about crime and safety rather than just fear of specific crimes or fear of being out late at night (Elchardus et al. 2008) . Fear of crime is typically linked to specific situations and therefore may be significant in strength but occur infrequently (Farrall & Gadd 2004) . Because crime-related insecurity is less specific than fear of crime, the concept does not have the functional aspect that is inherent with fear of crime (Jackson & Gray 2010) . Generalized trust is measured through the widely used one- In Table 2 we present descriptive statistics and model fit statistics for the measurement model.
The latent variables show good convergent validity and unidimensionality, with a Cronbach's alpha of >0.7 and average variance extracted >0.5 (Fornell & Larcker 1981) . Since the square root of the average variance extracted does not fall below the highest correlation between variables in the model (Table 3) , discriminant validity is assured (Fornell & Larcker 1981) . Model fit statistics for the measurement model show acceptable to good fit to data (Hair et al., 2010) 6 .
Comparing the measurements for the two groups (Örebro and Vivalla) shows almost identical measurement properties (untabulated analyses). A correlation matrix of variables is displayed in Table 3 .
A separate confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the two types or dimensions of institutional trust clearly points in favour of separating them. The one-factor model has significantly worse model fit (chi-square 187.732; Df 5) than the two-factor model (chi-square 18.655; Df 4). Furthermore, constraining the covariation between the two factors to one as compared to estimating it freely results in significantly worse model fit (p = 0.01) for one degree of freedom difference. These tests clearly show that there are two separate forms of institutional trust rather than one coherent measure of institutional trust and that discriminate validity is assured (Bagozzi et al. 1991 
Structural Model Results
In this section we present the formal statistical tests of our structural model and also graphically present the structural model results. In the following section we discuss the results and relate our findings to theory and the wider literature. The structural models are estimated with covariancebased (maximum likelihood) structural equation modelling.
The theoretical argument and empirical design of this article concern differences in structural relations between the two samples, a random sample from the city of Örebro and a focused sample from a segregated area in the city, called Vivalla. In Table 4 , we present results from a multigroup structural analysis (Hair et al. 2010) , splitting the analysis of the two samples. In untabulated analyses we first fitted one model on the two combined samples and included the type of sample (Örebro/Vivalla) as a dichotomous endogenous variable. The type of sample had no effects (std B = 0.069 to crime-related insecurity and std B = -0.073 to generalized trust) on the two exogenous variables in the model, showing that a subgroup analysis is appropriate for assessment of moderation (Sharma et al. 1981) . In Model 1a, the results from the Örebro sample are presented, and in Model 1b, the results from the Vivalla sample. We used one-sided tests for statistical significance for all hypotheses, since they are directional, and used two-sided tests for the control variables, since no direction was specified (Cho & Abe 2013) , and present standardized regression weights in Table 4 . In Table A1 of Appendix 1 we also disclose raw weights and standard errors. and trust in legal institutions 8 has a direct and positive effect on general crime-related insecurity.
Crime-related insecurity has a strong negative effect (std B = 0.401) on generalized trust. A test for an indirect effect of trust in legal institutions on generalized trust proves insignificant. To test for mediation we used bootstrapping (Preacher & Hayes 2008; Zhao et al. 2010 ).
In the Vivalla sample, there is no evidence of statistically significant direct effects on generalized trust from the institutional trust variables; however, trust in government has a strong (std B = 0.559) effect on crime-related insecurity that in turn affects generalized trust. Although the relationship between crime-related insecurity and generalized trust is weaker in the Vivalla sample, the bootstrap estimate of the indirect effect (mediation) of trust in government on generalized trust is positive (Boot B = 0.141; S.E. = 0.059) and significant within a 95%
confidence interval (two-sided) (1000 bootstrap samples and bias corrected). This is a case of full mediation. There is a positive (std B = 0.165), although insignificant (p = 0.091), direct effect between trust in government and generalized trust in the Vivalla sample when crime-related insecurity is removed from the model. Controlling for crime-related insecurity supresses that effect to almost zero (Table 4 , Model 1b).
The mediation of crime-related insecurity for the relationship between institutional and generalized trust occurs in two steps. The mediation is dependent upon the relation between both
(1) institutional trust and crime-related insecurity and (2) crime-related insecurity and generalized trust. It is interesting to note that the moderation (based on area) of this mediation results in two different patterns. That is to say, the mediation plays out differently in the two areas (Vivalla and Örebro). In the first instance (1) the effect is non-existent for trust in government and weak for trust in legal institutions in the Örebro sample, but very evident for trust in government (std B = 0.559) in Vivalla. In the second instance (2) the opposite is the case. The effect of crime-related insecurity on generalized trust is evident in both samples, but the effect is almost the double in Örebro (std B = 0.407 vs 0.244). Thus, it is the first step of the mediation that explains the nonexisting indirect effect in the Örebro sample and the existing indirect effect in Vivalla. Crimerelated insecurity is crucial for generalized trust in both areas; however, in the Örebro area, crimerelated insecurity is not strongly enough associated with institutional trust.
The explained variance in the models is fairly good -ranging from 19% to 35% -and is on a comparative level with a recent study on the relationship between institutional and generalized trust (Sønderskov & Dinesen 2015) , and well above what has been reported in similar research with Swedish data (e.g. Rothstein 2001; Kumlin & Rothstein 2010) . Apart from education level and non-European origin, the control variables are not influential in adding to the explained variance of the models (Table 4) . Education level decreases the perceived crime-related insecurity in both samples, and the effect is quite strong in the Örebro sample. Non-European origin lessens generalized trust in both samples and increases crime-related insecurity in the Vivalla sample, but not in the Örebro sample.
A number of additional tests were carried out to assess the hypothesized differences between the two independent samples. A z-value difference test (Paternoster et al. 1998) shows that the path co-efficient between trust in government and crime-related insecurity for the two samples is highly statistically different (H0: b-Vivalla = b-Örebro) (z = -3.51; p < 0.01), but not the difference in paths for the effect from crime-related insecurity to generalized trust (z = -1.43; p > 0.05) Monte
Carlo estimation of the indirect effect (Selig & Preacher 2008; MacKinnon et al. 2004) shows that the confidence intervals (95%) of the indirect effects in the two samples do not overlap. 
Discussion and Conclusions
In this study we argue and show that neighbourhood context is important in explaining differences in how trust in institutions materializes into generalized trust. Our investigation first and foremost shows that in the city population of Örebro trust in government has a direct effect on generalized trust, whilst in the segregated and disadvantaged neighbourhood, the effect is indirect via reduced crime-related insecurity. The end result (i.e. its effect on variability in generalized trust) of having trusted government institutions is similar in the two samples, but the mechanism explaining this outcome is quite different. This is a crucial lesson, since levels of trust tend to vary between groups and tend to be lower in segregated, disadvantaged and multi-cultural neighbourhoods (Ross et al. 2001; Putnam 2007) . It is thus crucial to learn more about how trust can be built within such particular contexts.
In the random sample of the city trust in government is not associated with crime-related insecurity, but in the segregated neighbourhood this connection is very strong. Thus, the workings and appearance of government to create trust are important for generalized trust in both contexts, but in the segregated neighbourhood the process is more intricate than the standard view suggests (e.g. Sønderskov & Dinesen 2015) . People in the segregated
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neighbourhood who trust political institutions at national and local levels perceive society to be less unsafe. This in turn spills over into a more general perception that people can be trusted.
It should be duly noted that safety (crime-related insecurity) is important for explaining generalized trust in the city population as well. The difference is that here the institutional trust variables are not associated with crime-related insecurity. In the population of the whole city, trust in government is instead directly related to generalized trust. Thus, while it is a common assumption, and empirically established, that the relationship goes from institutional to generalized trust (Sønderskov & Dinesen 2015) , or to some extent is positively reciprocal (Robbins 2012) , our study highlights that the foundation for such an explanation may vary between groups and contexts. The relationship between government and legal institutions and generalized trust is not universal and not necessarily a direct (causal) relationship.
The mediation effect found in the Vivalla neighbourhood may therefore say something more fundamental and interesting about the relationship between trust in government institutions and generalized trust. The enhancement of a positive view on the state and politics makes inhabitants in these areas perceive society as less unsafe, and as a consequence, they are also more willing to expose themselves to vulnerability, that is, trust (Rousseau et al. 1998) , when interacting with fellow citizens. This is exactly how Rothstein and Stolle (2008) have theorized the universal relationship between institutional and generalized trust. However, we find that this explanation holds true only for trust in government and not for trust in legal institutions, which according to the theory, would be the most expected (Rothstein & Stolle 2008) . We find that having a trusted political and democratic system is more important than having a trusted judicial system. 9 Having trust in government institutions (or having trustworthy political institutions, if you like) seems to be even more fundamental to people in exposed areas. Their perception of the political system could be seen as reflecting their perception of the values and fairness of the system and the majority population (cf. Dinesen 2013), which affects how safe they perceive society to be and thus their tendency to trust people in general.
A possible interpretation of the finding that government institutions are more crucial than legal institutions is that other uncertainties have a greater effect on perceived safety, and in the next step, on generalized trust, than have crime-related uncertainties. People in these kinds of areas are more exposed to different kinds of risk (economic, social and crime), a cumulative uncertainty that may be canalized through the perception of the more tangible risks of crime (Elchardus et al. 2008 ). In the city population, trust in legal institutions lessens crime-related insecurity, but it does not spill over (indirect effect) into generalized trust. These findings add to our understanding of the role that institutional trust plays in creating generalized trust (Rothstein & Stolle 2008; Sønderskov & Dinesen 2015) and especially show the importance of this relationship for disadvantaged neighbourhoods.
Our study is not without limitations. We used cross-sectional data and cannot address causality directly, but are dependent upon theory (assumptions) for giving meaning to associations. Future research efforts should be directed at validating our theory and findings in other similar contexts and with experimental or longitudinal data. An advance with our study, however, is that we use structural equation modelling combining confirmatory factor analysis with estimations of multiple structural relations. Such a method has several advantages -in comparison with the more common use of additive indices and regression analysis -when employing a complex measurement and structural model in the form of latent variables and mediation. In comparison to other studies within our domain that use large cross-country or inter-country data sets, we have a relatively narrow and small sample. Instead, we have a sampling design that more directly focuses on a specific segregated, ethnically diverse and disadvantaged neighbourhood compared with a random sample of the city in which the area belongs. Our design has made it possible to
show that the mechanisms of trust building may differ in different local contexts, and perhaps more crucially, that general-population samples may conceal such differences and create too noisy a sample for exploring the mechanisms of trust. Although our findings should be treated with some caution when it comes to generalizability, we believe that they raise crucial questions for future research to validate and extend further. Raw regression weights and standard errors (maximum likelihood) in parentheses are displayed.
1 Generalized trust is defined as the belief that others in general act in favour of our interests if they know of them, and do not act maliciously.
2 The design of this study does not capture the particularities of this form of crime. This is arguably a limitation of the study, because many researchers have shown that the home is the most dangerous location for women in terms of victimization.
3 After subtracting those responses that were sent back blank. 4 As a consequence of the difficulty in obtaining high response rates (which is typical in contemporary segregated areas), research has been conducted on the statistical effects and limitations that a limited sample implies. These studies show very limited differences due to non-responses (Langer 2003) . Langer also emphasizes that non-responses have received disproportionate attention as far as reliability in relation to other methodological questions, such as constructs and choice of statistical method, is concerned. 5 It should also be noted that while the questions do not have strictly equal formulations, they do include comparable alternatives.
6 Apart from chi-square, which is expected to be significant for small samples with complex models, we use the comparative fit index and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), with a test, p close, that tests whether the population RMSEA is not above 0.05, these being common examples of incremental and absolute fit indices (Hair et al. 2010 ). In conclusion, it has been suggested that this information is enough to properly judge model fit (Hair et al. 2010) . 7 Both the CFA made here and the one made in Table 2 show good fit to data. Furthermore, despite having few indicators (items) the Cronbach's alpha for the two latent variables are satisfactory (>0.7) (Nunally 1978) . 8 We used a one-sided test, which is appropriate for directional hypotheses. This effect would not have been statistically significant at the 5% level if we had used a two-sided test. 9 This makes sense from the perspective that trust in political institutions is theoretically more likely to spill over into trust in legal institutions than the other way around, since the politicians shape the legal system.
